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Hornoﬁ*neohs and Heterogeneous Grouping: Principal Fmdlnd.a
And Implications of a Re- se::rch of the therature,

Dominick'l’.‘sposit.o
Teachers College
Columbia University
Given the assun':ption. ‘that the guality of an eduéational environment
is directly related to the degree to which the experiences provided in that
environment faciiitate the ac_hiéx‘;en&ent; of specified ‘educational objectives,
the issue of whvether a.bility grouping tends to enhance or reduce school
learning experiencé is of particulér e'dlucatior_ial'significance.. That is, if
grouping students for instruction on the basis of performance on standardized
re.adingv, arithmetic, and I.Q. achieverent tests tends 4to restrict the nature
and quality of instruction that can be provided in the classroom, then regard-
less of some presumed educational or administrative advantage, the practice
fostrgfs an unsoﬁnd environmenﬁ for the ‘education of children, and shouid
be disco_ntinue.d. If, on the other hand, evidence suggests that ab i ity Grouptng
tenas to ehh‘ancevthe nature and quality of instruction thgn can be provided
i.n the cl,a“ssruom,. then the practice should be initiated or cc;r;tinued in the

| o
interest of maintaining quality education,

Throuchout this dLscuSSLon all such standardized tests, whether of sub_)ect
matter achievement, 1,Q,, or aptitude will be conardered simply as different
varieties of achievemment tests. This terminology is intended to reflect that,
functionaily, the usual distinction between measures of aptitude and aChleVement
i.e., innate talent vs. -.ear“xe-’l talent, is not a m_eanxnorful and Worthwhde

. division. In classifying I.Q. and o'ther aptitude tests, as well as readlncr
arithmetic, and other subject matter tests as measures of individual achieve-
ment, the implication is that a score obtained on each of these instruments
reflects an individual's level of knowledge or proficiency in a given subject

r skill which, in turn, reflects an environmental and/or developmental
nd—product ata specific point in time anc_i Lﬁder particular conditidns.
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Iﬁitially, it rriay, appe;ar thét a récons-idexﬁ.ﬁion of the evidé_nce
dealiﬁg _witﬁ the issues related to_th'é ability lgro'uping debat‘éz is unlikely '
to ‘bz.'oaden one's knoxvlé;fge or alter ong's _pos.iti'on with respect to the_
relative merits of ability gx;ouping practices. Certainly, eaucators and:
: rc-sear»éh invest‘igator:s have read ény nurﬁber of studies and discussions
addfcssad fo the suinjcct and undogb&dly have.given ;arefﬁl cénsideration

to the possible advantages and disadvantages of various ability grouping

i

schemes; of organizing admini;trators, teachérs, énd ch—i‘ldren int$
in.structibxial wnits. However, notwithstanding the longevity of fhe debate,
there are several reasons why 2 discussioﬁ of the principal find‘ings of
ability grouping research is appropriate at this time.

The first reason has tc.> do with the incidence of homogeneous
abiiity'ggouping in American educati.on; Daia recently reviewed by this
Ainvesti‘ga'tor iﬁdicat«‘e_vthat in thousands of el‘ér_néhta.ry-and seqonda‘ry school
c_la.é_éroonis Aacross the natidp, homogeneous gfouping is a predominant’
'rx;xéthod, of srganizing teachers and studeﬁ_ts ‘intof‘instru-“'*" T WEA,
‘19.61‘, ;‘1962”, 1966; Deé.n, 1960C; Gore, et..al.', 1‘965). Igaddition, large
_schobl__ s.ys t:Aerns_ tend t6 empléy; thi._s Iz;atte_ij‘n of 'oArga"xii»zatriclan more frequently
and. in higher proportio'nl than do 'smalll.'schc;)c.)l: ;y'ste.ms—, ._and fu?ther, the
practibce is. more aﬁd more prevg‘.enf as':st..“.ldents ‘éroéeed up the e.dp.ca-
tlional‘systemvand is 1-ike1y to be_ ‘morbe: 'wi&esprea(:l in the near future. In
shor!?, given the popularity of this pattern of.oz."gé.nizatipn and the capaéity
of establi;hed systems to sustain and perpetuate existing policie§ and

practices, it is hoped that a reconsidera’ltio'n of the data may not only



.3
further éducatior;al résca.r;:hAgénAcrally‘, b}xf'a'.lso"sefve educétbr's who are
intefested in ree'valuatingAthe practice and/orr developing alternative
séhcrncs of organization for the purpose of facilitéting instruction,

| The seconci rcason Ahas to do \'vith‘issuésl rela_Lted 1.:0. the extent | .
to which the implemecentation of vériéus abiiity‘grout)in-g schemes in rela-
tively descgrcgétec_i school settings conflicts with the principle of equal
educatiolnzil Qp‘portunity.v A careful review of ability g;oxi'ping research

C .

in,d‘i'cat'c‘s that few studies have considered the educational relevance of

ethnic and ‘sociceconomic status in the placement of children into ability

groups or curricular tracks, and that few have examined the social, economic,

and political consequences of grouping schemes with respect to ethnic and
socioeconomic separation of children. Rather, emphasis in the placement
of children reSides‘mainly in academic achiey'ervnent, I.Q., and réading
ach_ievemcnt levels (alone or’'in combination), \\}hi’ ~ the - nc -~ of
grouping sch.emes,are examined with réépect_ to academic achievement,
attitude, and personalit.y- vdeveloAprr;ent (NEAA, 1968}. Notwithstandin: the

relative absence of studies devoted to these issues, however, and ~'vea a

continued rational effort to desegregate public schools, existing data

bearing on the rclationship between ability grouping and de facto serrega-

| tion in th. public schcol classroom should He reviewed and interprecs”

-in the interec-t of promuoting the principle of equal educational oppor unity.

)
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‘Firally, there is a third rea‘sAorvx which relates to the possi> e
irﬁplica.tions of more than‘ fifty years of res ’earch-de‘v‘oted to ab'}lity srouping
i“ dealihg with the problem of evaluating the quality of educaticnal aviron-
ment. More spe-ifically,’ iﬁ thé interest of promoting concepts whica can



bé _applicdl'm evaluating and 'rc.designing e'aucafiona,l environments, the
findings and ixltcrpl'ctafions of abi’iity grouping pfactic_es should be.
reexamined with re'spect té the degyree to which these patterns of ocrgani-
zati-oh.f_acilitate the dévclopnmnt and maintenance of actixities on the
part of teachers and stp.dc.nts which are c'ompatible. with the achievement
of speéified cdd'catic;nal objectives.

.In short; it is not the purpose of this paper to engage ina det:a.i_le;i
review of exi--sting data concerning homogenéouvs and -heferogeneous ability
grouping, "but to summarize the issués and principal findings of that
‘research and to consider the implications it may have for evalua.ting

- and improving the desiga of educational settings. z

Definition of Terms

In public education, the'a.term ”grdul'sing'_'“;has'.been'a broad rubric
subsuming a widga "ariefy of organization_al plans, .'selection cx.:iteria.,
instructioﬁal metia.odologi‘es_, and ‘educa.tional‘phi‘loso,phies. S'm.ce f.‘ﬁe ,
school ha sv traditionally been defined by its jgroup sett‘ing, v'me'thods have
had to be devis‘cd'to mal;:eé?;'x.le instructiOn.‘of groﬁps of,-childrer;l In,crn."e
effective éncl/o£ 'rnore-ﬁ;ahageéble. Th‘e. major options for vertical |
orgénizatipn have‘ been graded,. 'mui‘f:igr%ded, or ndngl;aded {(continuous’

. progress) school.s. Whichever of these plans is selected for a school,

2 For those intcrested in a datailed review of the research studies on the
subject, see, Findley, Warren & Bryan, M. Ability Grouping: 1979 . The
~Center {or Educational Improvement, University of Georgia, Athens, '
Georgia, 1971. : | ’
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a concomitant pattern of horizontal organization, which assigns pupils

to teachers, rooms and curricular programs, imust emerge (Goodlad,

1960).

H.onmgeneous grouping refers to the organization of insEructional
ciasses 611 the b_asié of s,tudents.‘ .silnila'.rity on one or more specific
characteristics. The criterion for t"us classification may be age, sex,
social maturity, I.Q., achievemecnt, lea.rning style, or a combination "

of these or other variables. Homogeneous ability grouping, therefore,

is one of the many forms of homogeneous grouping, and generally refers

to the use of standardized measures of infelligence, aptitude, or achieve-
ment in a given subject area in‘classif}ying students into separate ability
categories and instructional class units. |

Alternati{rely_, if one is ‘c.onc'erne‘d: with orgaﬁizing instructional
classes which reflect a v_:;‘.ich mixﬁure of‘ childrén'whé k-differ‘ on a ;vaLriable
or set of va.rxa.bles, a hetero geneous groi;.pm plan can be implefnented.
Practma.lly, heterogeneity may be achieved by el’ther randomly «J.ssxgnmg _
all children in a":rade or school to Lnstruétxonal classes., or by dPlLberately'
as;igning children t;o‘ ins’r:ru.vxc’tion_aflt clé.sse's suc_h ’that‘ a2 wide range .of-inc‘{iv'-_-
1dua1 differences »is”present.. I—IeterOgéneoﬁs ability grouping thefefofe-,
fefcrs to thé organization of instructionaliclassgé such that a rich.mi#tﬁre
of children who differ with-‘r_espes::'c_f:o teéte’d‘ability‘isAa.ssured.

It 'shou.ld be emphasized that, précticaily, the princiﬁleé of homo-
gencous and hétero;rg,ncoLls grouping are és se*ltl.a.lly at oppos ite ends of the
sarﬁe yardstick. | Inasrnuéh as truly hon}ogeneou_s grouping can theoretically
occur only with r‘esp:::ct to nominal vé%ables fe.g. sex), it seems evident’

PR N

that homogeneous grouping serves merely to restrict the range of individual
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differences with respect to certain continuous or ordinal criterion dimen-

.sions (e.g., ‘reading achievement, arithmetic achievement, I.Q. scores),

while heterogencous grc_)up‘iﬁg tends to expz.:tnd the range of individual_differ_-
ences on t'nc:ée dimensions,

The debate between pro'ponents- of heterogeneous versus homo-
geneous ability grouping has been, in effect, over the issue of which group-
ing plan results in bé_tter conditions for instructio’n; The theoretical rationale
for homogeneous ability grouping, ﬁot necessarily‘ based on re_asea.rch findings,
generally includcs the following point.;: homogenepus grouping takes in_div-
idual differences’into account by allowing students to advance at their own
rate with others of simil_a.r ability, and by off.::.*'fing. th'em methods and mater=

ials geared to their ievel; more individusl attention from: teachers is pos-~

7sib1e-; students are challenged to do their best in their group, or to be

promoted to the next level, wi-thin‘a. realis‘tic- range of:c-ompei;if_:ion; and it

is easier to teach to and proviae ma.terié.l's for a narrower rangé of ability.
Alternatix}ely, the usual a.r_gurvn_ent»s for .heterog.exge.i.ty include these:

honmggeneous grouping l.S undenmo_crétic aﬁd affects the self-éoncep_t of all

children adversely by placing a stigma on those in lower groups while

-giving higher-group-children an inflated sense of their own worth; most

adult life experiences do not occur in homogeneous settings, and students

must learn to work with a2 wide range of people; students of lesser ability.r

may profit from learning with those of greater ability; it is impossible to-

achieve truly homogeneous grouping, even along a single achievement

variable, since test data are not generally reliable or valid enough for

this typc of distinction; homogeneous grou

}Ping may provide less sensitivity
- f



1o individual differences in children by giving the teacher the false sense

that students are similar in social.ne-eds, achievement; andv'l;aarzling- style,
while hei:crogcneity permits differépt patterns of abilities and needs to
en;zerge within a grdup of children; and‘finally, homogeneou; ability group-
ing tends to segregate clﬁildren along eth.nic and soéioecon’omic lines as
well as _abili.’cy'._

; Further arguments can be put forth for either side of this contro-
s . -

versy. One would have hoped that previous research in ability grouping
would have clarified and settled some of these issues~-certainly there have
been a great many studies since the 1920's, However, the most recent and

compreiiensive review of these studies conducted by a task force organized

by Findley (Findley and Bryan, 1971) suggests that this simply is not the

case if one looks at consequent scholastic achievement, With respect to

‘the consequences of homogeneous grouping as they relate to affective

development and the distribution of -child'renv'along ethnic and socioeconomic

dimensions the evidence does suggest several trends which are no.less than

discouraging, particularly when interpreted within the framework of equal

: e_d.u,caiti'ona 1 oppor tuhity .

. Research Findings: Academic Achievement

In summarizing the_pri_nci,pal‘ findings of ability grouping resear'ch,

it would be useful to set the stage for an interpretation of the déta by under-~

scoring the caution whic_h'Cxoldber.g, Passow, and Justman (1966) present

in thc_ﬁr ‘book, The Effacts of Ability Grouping. They point out that studies

- of ability gréliping ,vary-con_si'dera.bly in their range ”of_ objectives, on the

&
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basis for determining "homogeneity, ' in duration, in adequacy of selec-

tion bases and means of matching experimental and control groups, in

" -numbers of students involved, numbers of groups, size of classes, in

specification of curricula and teaching methods, in instxruments and tech-
niques used in assessing changes in studeats, and in the development and
training of teachers for various groups. ~ TV_;____,_

-If it is assume-l that the variables indicated above, either inde- .

il
{

pendéxl'tly or-in combination, affect student a.rchievem-,ent, then not control-
ling for these va~iables in studies of ability grouping tendsﬂ’to.'minimize
the difference in variancé between or among ability groups, which tends
to reduce the likelihood of finding statistically reliable differeiices. In
addition, data reported by Esposito (19';{1) indicate that regardiess of
whether elementary school s_elf-conté_ined classrooms were organized
according tov th’e’princ iple of 2 homogeneous or heteroggnédus- gr_oupihg

format, the essential pattern of instruction and achievement manifested

in the course of the teaching-lear ning process did not differ, and further,

nei.ther pattern of classroom orgaﬁizatioﬁ per se, facilitated oz resulted
in the deyeloprnent of an ix:{div-i@ualiz.cd alppro‘ach to instruction. With |
thi-s 'p_cr spective, then, it is not surprising to note that ability grouping
a'sb currently pJV':acthed'produce's: (é) .c-on’flicting évi-d.ence in profnéting
scz.Hca.l.aLstic a2 hievement 'in h‘igh..or superior groups; (b) aimost unifo’rm-ly.
unfavorable evidence for promoting scho].éstic achievement in averége

groups;and (c) almost uniformly unfavorable eviderice for promoting schol-

astic achievement in low ability groups. In short, among the studies show-

O

ERIC
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ing significant effects, the slight prcpohderance of evidence favoring the

h L
. ‘. N
33 .
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~learning of high ability studonts is more fhan offset by evidence of unfavorable
cffects on the loarnlnv of a.vera.ge or below average ability. groups, ‘pa.rtlcularly
the latter. ‘In adchtxon',_ .thetre is no a_.p_prec;oblcdiffe_r‘ence. in the.effect_s at
the elérnentafy andrséco‘ndary 'l'e...vels. iaken os a whole,‘ thez.'e’fore‘, v’zh_en‘
the full range of ability gfoupS Ln tl.le ‘honloé.-e.neou'ﬂy o~rganié_.e;1_ setting is
co,tﬁpé.rcd with the fullb rango of: abilitﬁ," represohted in the hetefogcnéously |
orcctnized setting, ti}e. data are,. at'best., ‘in_Conclusi‘ve and indefinite,
Notwi’chsta.nding flxoso fiﬁdings,' svo‘}'eral sources have idenﬁfiod

factors other than ability grouping, ‘a‘nd on the surface, more in.trinsic to

the teaching-learning proces s.,~ which contribgté to and possibly explain
the reasoos underlying i'mproved scholastic performance. For example,

‘.the 1968 NEA _Ré's_e‘a‘ rch Surﬁma ry oh‘ ability g‘l-.'oﬁping :r»e.'p'ofted' tl}é.t when
homogen'coﬁs groi;p.ing avppeared to be mo‘ré suoces sfo.l :th‘aih hotorogeneous
.grouping‘, the ';/ar.i'able.s cited tov'ex.pllainv the ‘resul.ts'; r‘elatod to the modifica-
tLon in educational obJectl.ves, o11rr1c111ar orc'anlz‘atlon, teachxnc methodology,
and teaohmg rnatemals, Smelarly, Otto (1941 1950), Ekstrom (1959),
Goodlad (1960), ’\V11hems and Nes*by Chbson (1961), Franseth (1964),

. Gol&bcrcr et. al, (1966), Heathers (1909), and Passow (1970). all speak
to the nature and content_ of the _currlculurn offered to chuo.ren in try,xng
to determine the correlates of scholastic performance. For the present,
let us reserve further ::Iiscus sion of this important poin{:, and turn instead

.to. research findings which focus on ‘fhe-.relatiori‘ship between. ability group-

s : [l ’ . . . R . 4 .
ing and the affective, ethnic, and socioceconomic dimensions.

10
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Rescarch Findinva' Affective Developmc*xt

Ab ility grouping hao probably been. debated more frequently w1th
'respcct to its crnotlonal and soc1a1 a.spccts than WLth respect to its effects ‘
on academic achievernent. ,Many opinions have been p_ut’forth ccncerning
emotiortai and social im1>ect, but the r_esea.‘rch‘evidence, -at least until ve‘_fy
1'ece11t1;', has been rather thiﬁ, pe rhaps beca.,‘tise enlot-i.ona.l. and s‘c-)c:.ial grcwth
are ztlore difficult to assess thaﬁ are, intellectual gro_.wth aﬁd scholastic
achievemaent.

Just as there has been little uniformity of opinion regarding the effects
of homogenenous and heterogeneous ability groupipg on the social development
of students, so.h'-as there been 1itt1ei agreement emong ‘find‘»i‘_ngs reported as a’
result 'ot rpesea.rch. H.oi.veve‘r, w_hi.le the 1irteratm;:e' iﬁcludes at least some
data - btov support aimest é‘vny S‘t._a;.'ld one mlght te.lce on this issue, much.
of the -evi.dence,_ especially the _mo-re -re-tcent. 'ev't&enc.e reported si‘nc.ev1v960
(fcr' example, -Mann, 1960, CBofg,' ‘19,66; Borg' a_.nd‘-Pepich,-"1966;_Lcnn e.nd .
Luml, 1969 Lunn, 1970) seems 1nsuf£1c1ent to support the w1de1y held opunon,
or co*xtentlon, that the. O‘rou_pmd of ch11dren homoﬂeneously accorchno to
ability ctjntribute‘s .rnore 'to-the developznent of des_usaole attr.tudes and pos-
itive self- rcents, especially among children clas51f1ed as slow or of
low ability.

On the current scene, then, the findings regarding the impact of
ho.mog_cneous grouping on t-he affective deﬁelc’pment of children is _that it
“tends .t'o_.build or, more properly, inflate the self-esteem of children assigned

to high ability groups, and to reduce the self-estcem of children assigned to

i

1
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a&eragc and low abilily groups. In addition, a son1ewhat intuitive bu.t new
documented chmens ion of the teachlnw—learnina process, teacher atru.ude .
to.war;d acluevement, ha.s ‘been examined in terms of its lmpact on the .
| personzal, social, and intelleciual developltnent of elementax".y school age
chilch-ven. More speeifically, Lunn (1970) documeﬁted that teac.hers ass_igned
to classes organized heterogenem}sly a.‘nd_ who -.beair.-attitucles of almost . '
equu-sif/e emphasis on academic ~hievement te the nezlect of personal
| ' :
developznent, tend to exercic _ an zspecially pernicious i:nfluenee on average
and belo” average achieving clLi’ -en.

It is interesting to note that i'esearch a-ddr'es sed tothe affective .
domain does not generally' include‘descriptions oi co’ntrols for the nature
and content of the social exﬁel*LenCes which are planﬁed for ch11d.ren in the-
educatlonal settmg.‘ Alternatw.veiﬁr, research in the cognltwe domain. exthev-
includes sc;rn.e.attempts.to control for tlns set of varlables or in 'the-a.bsen_ce
of such_ceatrol, is criticiz’ed.for-the overs-ight. Hofwe‘ver, ‘in the‘f»ewfc'ases

" .where this-atterﬁpt is made in the affectwe d‘omaln,,tk-le data” ih‘di'cate rela~
tions'nip‘s which tend to dxmm*sh the 1mv>act of homoeeneous and heteroeeneous.
grouping, Per se, but ra‘tﬁer s;tlg,'-crests that var’ahles 1nt1'1n51c te currlculum
(in its broadast sense) proc.uce .suus_tantia‘l-irnpact.' Once again, let us
res"efve further discussion of this 1mportant point until after a consideraion
of the relatlonshxp between ability -groupin:g ‘and the distribution of children

according to cthnic and socioeconomic status.

Researcn ¥ indin s: Elthnic and Socioeconomic Consequences
[]{fc As indicatcd above, a carciul rg‘:v_.é'ew of ability groiping research
o '

nas indicated that relatively fow studies have eomeidammd ol o oo o1 v -
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and econornic implications of ethnic and socioeconomic variables in-the

placement of children into sclf-contained hom_ogeneously grouped instruc-

tional units or tracks, and that few have investigated the practical conse-

R

quences of grouping policies on.classroom coumposition with respect to

ethnic and socio’-—_econc aic segregation. There are a number of pgs_si'ble'
hypotheses to explain this omission.

One f‘night argue, 'for‘c.-:-:a.;'np'le,» that t = gu.estic as‘tc the effects
of a‘pa'rti;:ular gm0 uping p_raétice on éthxﬁc ay.n:’ = -io-c¢ ~onomic separationis
relevant onll-y when the particular e;1w'i_ronment ur ‘er s::dy is ethnically
and socio-economically integrated; that is, giver 'co-:::munity,- school dis-
trict, or schoosl that is overwhelmingly segregzs: =, it makes little sense to
study the praéfical effect of gr_ouping method X in relation to these variables--
not that' the Question of_cltg faL'cfo segrggéfioh is ir‘relveva'niv: 2% tﬁat it _shOuld

not be of concern to educators and researchers, but that it is not a research-

able question in a self-contained, racially isolated environment.

Further, g_iv‘eﬁ th_‘e. dé,gréé of ca_rrélatioﬁ between ethnic or‘igi.n' J

and socio-economic claré’_'s and pe:r_férmapge on sta}ndar,d_izedb measﬁres of
ability and achi"e\}‘,‘e;;n;—:-nt. Lt seems .ir;"tu‘it‘bx-ve"l}'rt dbvi'ovu's:,‘_ a'lrhos_'_c‘witHOut the-
need for vresearch,',thalt_-a grmzping'prz_a‘ctit:e which separa-t_es children according
to pcrfornm‘n.c_e dn snich rmeasures predétefmines_the placement of a high.
prdpqrtio.n of non-white and lower socio-economic class children to the lowest
homogeneous ability groups.-

Notwi’thstandihg-these and othe'r related possibilities, it has been
sug':ges;tcd that the pfoblenx is probably mor= . :'ésu'_‘c of a fundamental
d'-l»'lelxnrﬁ‘a' ihv the American social, political, and ecozomic éy'stem: the

isolation of certain ethnic and socio-economnic groups from the mainstreamn

-y
Aady
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of a ﬁmi};éc’i society (Esposito, 1971). For example, as reported by the_
U.5. National Advisol_-y' Corr‘uniésidn on..C_ivil Diéof'deré (1968), thg re
'w-e‘re._21 .5 million Black» Americ‘ansA in tbe Un-ited States in 1966. Fﬁifty--'
five pe.rcer.mtAof .thi.s p.cpulation liv.ed‘v in the South, sixtjr-nine percent lived
in me‘t.ropolitan areas, .and nearly ha.vlf‘ l_i-ved in twelve ma citi'es.. As
has been documented i1.1 sevcrél .major sources, thé. inmigr .tion of
Blacks to the cities has been coupled with the outriigration of -whit'e citiy-_
résidents_, and there‘fcre,‘ has come to mean 'resegregation of Blacks and
Whites. However, ev.én‘r-nore_ serious is the finding that within school
systems, the concent i-a’cio_n'of Blacks in individual schools tend to be far
gréater than their proportion ih the total enrollmen.t., As feéorted in'.

Racial and Social Ciass Isolatioh in the Schools: (1969): -

- In-1965, in seventy~five major central cities, seventy~five
- Percent of the Negro elementary pupils.attended schools
that were ninety percent or more Negro, while eighty-three
-percent of the white .élementary children were in schools
that were ninety-one percent or more white.  These
school systems were in both the North and the South,. and
the isolation of the Negroes held regardless of the pro-
portion of Negroes in the total system. o

These data tend to highlight a principal finding of the U.S.

‘Commission on C;i\’il Rightﬁs-, ‘reported in _Réc-iél Isolation in the Pub-

lic Schools (1557):

The causes of racial isolation in the schools are complex.
It has its roots in racial discrimination that has been .
sanctioned and even-encouraged by government at 2ll levels.
It is perpetuated by the effects of past segregation and
racial isolation. It is reinforced by demographic, fiscal,
and educational changes taking place in the Nation's metro-
politan areas. And it has been compounded by the policies
and practices of urban school systems, -
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Ac‘knowledging that (a..) homogeneo_us abi_lity—_grOupize'g as an edu~
catiovnal policy is 'eurrently xvtdespre_ad in the nation's schools, (%) stﬁd.t.rrt _.
performance Aon s-t_ar.rda-rdizcd teste are frequently use.d as the criterion fqr
elass.ifying ch'i‘lldren‘ into s,epara’te’ability groups, 'Iand (c) at the -pres‘,e_ntl
time in his‘toryf ethnic and socio-economic class {/ariables consistently
tend to be associated with ‘sc_ho.o}. 'ach.'i'evement as measured by widely used
standardized tests, how does he]ihogeneous grouping s:‘-terxd‘up wiien examined
ixr terms of its empirical r.cla_ttienshilp to the dis-tributio%\ of children along
ethnic and socio-economic lines?
Careful review of data reported by Kariger, 1962; Mehl, 1965;
_McPartlancl 1968 I\’[J.yeskc, 1970; and extensive studies of school systems
in two urban Cltles (1 e., Plamfleld N J. and WaShlnaton, D C.), clearly
1nd1c.ate that tbe pra.ctlce -of horrrocreneous ablllty grouprng represents an
educatlenal p_ochy which reinforces and, _th\ere,fc're, perpetuates ethnic. ’
and "socio—eco‘;nkomic- 'ciéss sé‘parati:r.:a;;.-_ Ini fact, d-‘u.e;t:o tb-e:-c‘urr-'en_-t_ ’re:;;-
tionship bct\.v_e.en s,ocio—.e’COno-rrri‘c': and et-h.nicvv status and student. pefrfor'- |
mance on c‘urr-ently us e,d 'sta.nda_‘rdbi’zed"fte.st‘_s,- it ,m'a'_-Y bc .e011c1_.ud.e'd thet_in
a reletivel,}tt--desegreiga_ted. e.choel envirbnrﬁent, "a decision to iméleme’nt-
-organi-za'ttonal s.t'r,uctur.es-base"d on the principle-of hdmogeneq.us'ability
grouning will t'e-nd to di‘stri‘bu-te children such that the greatest disparity
in socio-economic and_e.thr;ic repr.es_e'-ntation. exists in the highest and
Iewest ebility groups, while the‘greatest compera'bility exists in the-

middle ability group range. Further, given (fa) data. presented
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b;r -z\»Icha'x.'t'la,.
demonstratéd by nﬁinority.childr»en in desegregated schools is coupled +
attendance in predo-xﬁinantlywhité (middle classs) classroom groups, an:
(b) a groxﬁng bédy of evidence \yhiclr@i‘nd:iéate'sVthat‘as a c.rect conseéuen
of ti;e separation of qu.ldren.a..ccor.dfx-hé ﬁo.,a'.:b-il-ityf, _ethnic_.v_ and socioccono.

staias, a belf- ulfilling propn.ccy is cult Lva‘ted and systematically tends :c

1 (1968, 1969) showing that whatever superior achievemer

mic

restrict the range and quality of experience and opportunities that acre potan-

tially available given a rich mixture of children in an educational setting,

it may be concluded that ability grouping, by design as dist-inguished fror:

intent,

discriminates against children from low socioeconomic classes a.

minority groups.

k Summa.ry of Findings -

Tak:ng all studxe.: (.onsxdered in the report prepa,,.ed by the Findley

Ta.sk Force on ab111 ty- grOupmg (Fmdley and Bryan, 1971), the major f1nd1ng‘

~of abxhty g*oupmd research are essentxally fourfold

ERIC
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1.

-of. lca.rnlnn’ .

e

'Homocrcneous abxhty Q&oupmd as: curren;ly oractxced

.shows no consistent positive value for helping students
"generc.lly, or particular gy oups of- students, to.achieve
:more scholastically or to.experiénce-rore effective

learning conditions. Am mong the studies showing sig-
nificant ei‘fect-s, the slignht gains favoring high ability
students is more than offset by evidence of unfavorable
eifects on the learning of students of average and below
average ability, particularly the latter.

The findings regarding the irmpact of homogeneous
ability grouping on aifective devel-0p'fnent are essen-~
tially unfavorable. Whateveér the practice does to

‘build -or inflate the self-esteém of children in the high
ability groups is o¥v cxbala.ncad by evideice of uluavo; abl:

effects of stigmiatizing those placed in average and
below average abxlxty groups as inferior and 1nca°"ab1e

16
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3 Homogeneous é.bility grouping, by design, is a separative
edacational policy, Ostensibly according to students’ test

- purfrrmance ability, but practically, according to students’
Sotlgeconomic-status and, to a lesser but observable degree,
2ccording to students' ethnic status. S e ‘

4, In cases 'where'homog-eneous or heterogeneous ability
grouping is related to improved scholastic'performance,.
the curriculum- is subject to substantial modification _
of teaching methods,; materials, and other variables which
are intrinsic to the ,teév.ching--learning process, and which,

- therefore, may well be the causitive factors related to
academic development wholly apart from ability grouping
per se. Similarly, with respect to social development,
there is evidence which points to variables other than
ability .grouping which tend to relate substantially to chil=
dren's personal growth or lack of groswth. '

-

Discussion and Implications

————

a.

There are a humbe r ‘ofv ,di.m.eps‘i'qn_s on. \v,vhic-l_i-oﬁe»'ma.y evé.l_uratl'e the
. qua'.lijr:yv,of an educational envir’oh'rhent.r | I.tjlli.‘the hi;féry_ of éaﬁcafioﬁ gengialiy, -
chief é.mong such dlmensmns has 1_??31} st_q'dént _a.fcbh_igv_gm,e_‘nt' of certam _baLs__icI :
‘a.ca'demic s.ki_lls:"(e. g-,. , rezicblbinvg'_ a:.‘ndi é;vr.i.thme-_tic*;_). For mare itﬁa# 'five décade‘s,
educators and ‘r_e'.s'ea;"Chersrg_ene.ra.lly ha\}e foc;.ﬁsed on»»thesé dimensio‘qsiin
- ,evalua.tir;"g_ a.b'ii'its}‘ 'gl‘ou.pipg";,éra;c.gic é;s,,_ahélhav{e c_bﬂt»r;ib'\‘lf-e‘d'é._ l'a;i'g-g body of
»d’atz_l‘. More réccntly, 'a“se,co'xvid .dimens.-.ic._)n‘., _socia.-l‘];ea‘%‘n'i;ng‘,. has v-jx"evceived
“rescarch attention. ‘Here,v étuc‘lentv"attih".d‘es a‘!..nd'l-a.spirai_:vions,v p’erso‘nality
devcloPmcnt, adjustment ﬁo. school, 'selfmconcept,- etc. have been assessed
with varying degrees of pre.cision to determine the é:.cteﬁvt_ to v_whiich hketebro-
geneous and h_omOgenec;u's grduping;practi;es contribute to the process of
social development. |
As r'cﬂcct'.:cl in the ‘:findingS'li‘stéd' abo‘x;e,v“i_:his ap-px.'c.)a‘ch to "a;s'seé'sing
1.”1_03 quaiity_ of an educationai- exlviz'ollr;flépt has»_ contribut

LRIe Teeens ,.
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ed relatively little to



. '..]_7..
the expans 'Lox"x of‘knowl.cdge about thg \vays in w‘h‘i-ch_group'ing' schemes, or..
‘more generally, the: paftial modification .6f the Organizati'ona'} _struct_:ure_

, 'o'f a school setting infiuences ‘p?ografxm condlitb_ion_sv -suéh_ that the c;_hanc‘e_s of ’
achieving specified leafnvin‘gIOutcc.)nrries are-facil_itéted. Thejr.lite'r‘atui'e__;)n
ability grouping, for .example; is reple'te'\'vi‘th studies which‘ .attempt to
investigate or dénloxxstrate the e;ﬁtent ‘tov,which-a single variable or combi-

. nation §£ variables 'dcscriintive oi‘lan fﬁdi—vidua'.l at a-,'spe‘c:‘ific.lpbir‘}f: in time
(ev.g., liintellige.nce, readiﬁg level, ‘seif—i’rnage, arithmetic level, etc.),
affects -vor is related to that indi{/idu-al’s ‘a..c.a‘demic and/or soc iai d.evelopme»nt.
However, there exists a paucity of studies which seek to investigate and -
expla,in in what wa.y-vs‘ and’ ts). what extent the strﬁctural prop.ertie.s of the.

_‘scho‘ol: a'u‘1dr t:lassroorh sétting’ infiuepcés pr.ograrﬁ CIOI‘].d‘.»iti’Qr).‘s-‘.so as td c_:ﬁ.]....
tivate ':o:r.‘ dis-courag.e bat;te_rné 6_f ‘irllst“ruc.:t»ion.a‘nd behévio‘i;é' whicl;l'« are mani-
f_esteq lnthe co_qr%e of _"chg-'_t;ga;:l}'q.lg-_lea_xjning:-proce,S,S_and_‘«ﬁl,h.i.ch ‘t,en.d,to

S_e. .int':rin.sically';felat‘ed tél'th'e‘ ex’teni:_ to whmh .the‘w'obje'cj:tive.s’ o.fv-i.ﬁstru?::ti-on'
a;r.:_e échie_v’ec"t._ “Mqi‘r:é»., thén- than-not_:, reéééréh conduéted in ‘vthe_“hatu‘ral.

} 'sv:,e_t'ting“f:en"ds to ,_(;) Vvavc;.c-epvt "the‘_e;d"s tlng structure alﬁd-:-revlf'a't‘é:d_-‘pl‘rlog-x"a‘.m
éonditions of ‘t"natf‘se't‘:tiﬁg'withqﬁt'iﬁquiri.ng 'i:_;té-Whether_’, and~' to what extent
these variables .relate t:d t‘ﬂe activitiés‘ and b'ekllav»iors.' of .téac-hersv«and‘ students ’
engaged in the teac‘:hing--‘léarni’ng 'p‘ro.cess," and (b) focus on the status of
v‘ari_ablcs descf:.iptivé_ of individualls'.. atp_qinté .Erec'e'd'in'g éznd-/or_foiIO\ving_
.the actu::-.-]_..activit-i'es and e’xpe‘riv;enc.:e’s (i.e., ”proéram”) whicﬁ make up the

) R T c 1., . ‘ ' - sy . . ) .- . .
teacx.r.ng—.lf_arnmg process. This, clearly, is not to. suggest or to imply
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that the instructuionzl outcomes (e.g., knowledges and skills) which students
dey'elop in relation to some_ sequence of program events should not continue _
to be of conce ern to cducators and res earchc.rs, but that the ''results" which
accrue to students are u.ninterpretable 'with respect to causality and therefore,

(a; contribute llttle to an improved understandma of what SpelelC attrlbutes

or coznbmatlon of attrll 'utes of lndn Ldunls and programs tend to Eroduce

the results, and (b) are of u-nknown value in rfe‘d’e-'s;i:ghingt miore. effective

educational systems. In short, if the organizational proper-ties .snd program
conditions of an educational envir‘onment are relatéd, ’ and if the vconsequences
of a child's .passage through an educaticnal environment lnvolves the collective
mea,ct of multlple sources of influence whlch relatf-* to these variables, then

a (I:Ontihuéd_ focus onvaca_'d'ernri:c"axyld- sé_cia]; otho‘niés f.\f'lthout a‘.ttending to the_

ways in which these v-aeriables influence outcomes, will c0ntinue to be of

mtmmum value in c0nceptua1121ng and’ 1mp1en1ent1ng more effeCtIVP educatlona.l' :

systems

Wxthln thlS conte\:t homogeneous and hetercceneous grOupmg

.‘plans may be c0nceptua11zed as unxdlmensmral structural attempts to

1n1p1-0v the- crumeral procram ‘condv.tlox'ls of instruction for indiv ldual and
droups of-t ac'ﬁ'er‘s‘and stu"de_‘n_t’_s b'y -adj.ustin_g th‘e' _r_a_t_g_g_e_; - of ability repre-
s‘éntod' in .t_'ne glass.room.‘ V:E,'[owiev‘err, "the 'evidence tndi-cates :thét when -

solf-c.ontai'ned classrooms or curricular tracks are-_or.ga—nized according

to either a heterogeneous or homogeneous ‘grouping'pr:inciplf , the essential

program conditions and consequent patterns of instruction which are

-manifested .in the .r'é.spc'ctiv,e-:setti’n:g‘sr-‘dio not differ, and further neither



-19-
plan of organizat-ion'providcs_,foxj the Veduc-:aj:io.nal oppdrtun_itviv;:s and in-
gredients which are compatible with an ihdi';rid\__t'a.lized approéch to instruction..
M’.oré é_pecifically, in addition to.a.djus ting. the -ra.n.ge' ofb'ability represented
in a vclassv.iavr cufriculér_ tr#ck,: th.ere. ez‘.-re;r}an.y' dthér_ px.'ogr_vaiznv c‘ondit'i.ohs :
which relate to ef-f_ectivc»tcachi-pg ém‘ci .Ie,aLr.ning; but which'are _z:._c_j_t_ generally.
provided for or éttehd'ed to in .eitzhne:i‘ h'onué.-g'ei_ne,ous or heterogéxleOus groﬁp-

ing SC'klezﬁ-es;-na?;leiy, (=2} th'é oppoi‘tL_\nity for ‘fr-eqthlent-*tea.qhér-'student v
contactd which tend to pro'vid'e_. te'..?..Chersf\-v-it‘rx"in.forrna'tio_n .abOut i-earn'ers
which could.Afacili.‘cate pi_anning fo‘r' iﬁdividual pupil succe.s s; (b) flexibility
in the use of fhe educat_ional environmenf; so that individuals or small groups'
of children l.qave,a. g.péater oppertunity. to éngage in a-ctivitiés more closely i
related to 'i_ﬂdi'vidu,aflx.sf‘tr-ength,s and'peeds; (c) the Oppor#qnity for individual
children -'tfo";\’.vt';_r.lg andplayLnavarmtyofsxtuattonswhlch in;\/_élvé' other

: chﬂdren, _ ma‘L.téri_a.is, ‘aﬁd 'teachfa;;_s, .'é{o that tﬁqse rga.spénsible fo; 'thé dés‘ign '

o

N

the :.?:ur.;i:‘éj{:uﬁ‘xtniayf ’_‘r;iave th.é-.'op_p'gf.f:';r:i»i-;ty»"t’o obis.éifv‘fc‘a: ﬂie co‘n'cllitic-)n'sv‘run.:d'ef
.wh..'ich.a: -givgn é-h-ilvd experviénc‘es social a.nd Vs.cllr_lpll‘é_sti‘c‘ s.uéé.gas s.?.,,.z:v;nd' (d) the ‘.
oppo ritufxiéyr for -‘s‘ma’lllk -ér6ups:s.-;olf'..t;.é‘éd.iqr‘v;'.whb are j.oi.ntlyl : rves-'pqﬁs ible for
fh_e,dc%’cfl-q.[ﬁ'nmn't oAf. gLeri‘c,tllLLIﬁ .£§_r a éoi’nmolr.l».gréupV‘c)lf- chlldren t.ov p.la.n‘_ '
'to"g,éthévr {on a .\c‘on'tinubufs' and fréﬁ&éﬁf‘ﬁasis),'— '.so:as’ ‘t'_d fééillit_a-t.'e 1éarn'u'1g

for inc}li‘.'-idual' children whq pPresent ~-u-nfr'e»'s_.olvé.d lear_niﬁg p;roble-rf.s.- Simitarly,
there are ot_hef conditions vyhich_ infiuence the Operafion of effg.a'»ct.ive programs,
b'u-t which are not generally ,s"t\;ﬁi-e‘d":a‘n-d "'iﬁco'i'por'a't'e'd binto hete ra'wgeneous and
honigjger;eou..s ‘abili't~)r-gr'0p1p.in<v7’. Fo,l." éﬁ\:a'n;ple, the qﬁa[ity and frec’iuency
_of»-adaﬁxiﬁi's t::ra.vtiye;. ‘..su-p'éo x:t a.nd_'s.n.‘pr‘-.:»rvi»s'u’.)}nj the hature and extent of teacher

. training opportunities .to further develop -competence; the.nature and range
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of instructional opportunities’that the school can physically make available

to teachers, students, auxiliary personnel, etc., all playa role in

‘determining the extent to which effective teaching and learning can be

achieved.

Quite obviously, educational systems which do not systematically

provide for lhe prerequisite 0pportunities and ingredients rnent_ion_ed
above, or which are inscnsitiue' to_the corn‘p_lex,_ d'r‘a‘mati-‘c, ‘and ‘su_bt},e;.v?
ways in which these variables 'inbteract and influence the -a.ct'wities which
constitute the educational pro‘gram', Ican ha'r"dly— be _expectedr to achieve

patterns of te: ther-student relationships whivch. can successfully deal with

t

- the problem of helping teachers':,and- studen.ts todisc’over_and-develop

. _'more effectwe approaches to teach1ng and learnlng . Most certalnly,

simply d.d_]ustlno' the range of abxhty to achleve homoaenexty or. hetero«

. genelty 1n'a; given set of c1assrc’roms' without deal*ng effectwely thh the

G'
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above cons1derat10ns, is hkely to resnlt in program c0nd1tlons and patterns B

of 1nstructlon whlch not only are comparable across settmgs, but a1so

' do not lmprove the chances for. teachers and students to dlscover more -

-ieffcctwe ways to faczlltate learning.

In 5sh‘ort, ,»',‘:in th_e a"bscnc‘eﬂ.olf‘ any éét_.a ’-s.vhich'indtcat.c that the practices
of ho:nogcn_eous;a:'{d.heterogeneous ‘grouping a_re coupied'\vith progra‘m '
cond'itions which ¢hange and _inipr0ve_the patterns-'of‘processes, of teaching
and 41earnfmg, .and"in the presence ofv inforrnat_ion which indicates,' to-the

‘ortrary, that 51n1p1y' adJustlnC" the rarxge of abthty is not coupled with

.Ln'lprow,d Condlulo’ﬂs fOr toa.chma and learnlncr many of the 'Lssues concern-

i‘nc, the rcl‘LtIOILShlp bctwccn thesc O'rouplno plans ancl student performance
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“and dcve}o.prnent_are, at best, ';'.)olie'rnic,' _and‘atvwior}st, mea_'ningless. qure—
over, given that st‘u'dé.n..tsdiffevr with‘féspect to p_aitfern-s Aof ability _e_!._g_iw)_s_s_
sdbject_a;-eas, and that reliablefand-vé‘lid. estimates of a student’s ability
do _1_1_9’_t__n¢ces's'alrily‘.determine' the conditions vundé‘.r which a particulagr'-'
student is 1ikaly to éxperienc_é s'uccejss iﬁ_learn_ing new capa;blilities'., th‘e
iraplicit logic governing the'irnplémentat-i'on of hoﬁ;og’e_ﬁ_e'ousand heterogei1f36us
patterns of organi'z.'.a.tion' is éuspect oﬁ both theor.etica..l and .practical' gvrounds.
Given :this, it seems far hore éromisi‘ng to shift rese;a‘r,ch time, money,
and manpower to develop}.'mg and teéting ways and meains of establishing
more effective educattonal szste 1S wh1ch by defmltlon, support the
niaxntenance of program conditions \Vhlch encourage and reinforce activities
on the part of teachers, s’tudeﬁts, pafenf.:s, ‘and édminis-ti'at‘ors, which ..
facil»ifate the . achievement ofspe_cifi_ed-in-str.uc.tiona’l :cv)i;tc'orne's for individual
Child;‘en; Clearly, this framew»ork'.‘woul'dﬂ not ﬁecessafily ;equife' that
in’s-t.ruc-tional,sig'ttings be‘organizéd foé.cﬁ-igve th.e i-pJ;'»avcb;ti.ca.l vi.znp.ossi“bili.ty of
'.homogeneity wifh_respect :to previous 'éc'hievement,' :or aptitude, Qr ability.

And nopefully, bringing together children who vabry with respect to attitudes,

learning styles, ethnic and socioueconornic background, etc., within a

structure which encourages fle*cxby.l' ty in arrancging il'nstruc‘«:ional experiences,
could serve as the foundation for 'mn.o;'ative énd ;ucces'sful approaches_-
to improving and equalizing educat‘iona.]. opportunity,

The immediéte focus on the interrel:tions_hi.ps among {a) the stfuc-
tural propertieslof an educational enx)irbnmé:nt, (b) the prOgr;rﬁ conditions
e.x*i‘rsti_njg within a'n.en_x_,-iy:.omne.nt, (c) the functiona_l characteristics of teachers .
1and'. students intefac-ting under such. co:ndijtigns, and (d).the outcomes
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of an edFl.cational system, ca.llé for a2 somewhat 'different eznph'asis in
understanding and .expléini.hg the b_ehéviof of teachers.'and students engaged in
t_he instfﬁctio'nai process. Inherent in fzhé Togic thu; far'is thé ass@mptibn
t‘ha;.t the behavior I_*.z}anifested_by j:»_ea.,ch:er‘.s' as well as 's.tude‘nt.s' is partially.
deferxnined by the ,prégram 'con:di_t‘ion's aﬁd s;xtual;:ions: which are én‘co_ufaged
by the ways in ~w.hicl'1 the school systc_fn,_ local-school district, and class-
room is structured. That is, the instructional settingsr within a given
school-community enviro_nmént consists of a highly ordered pattern of
ihteff'ela'tionfships. 'whigh invelves’ people, rules, objects and .e?\zen'ts which
tend to epcquragé-pattefns Gf,behavic.:}'in_a,'ccordanCe with the dynamivc
patterning of that ei"wfii'onrr.:LEnt.; The 'éﬁéh‘v'brl-éommuni't}—clas.s_roo‘m' environ-
ment, tl}erefore‘. is here conceptualizéd to provide ing;uts with controls

and cohditi_bns whichtend .£° en.coura;ge and r'egulate the'b..belhavior of teachers,
‘students, admi'n.ist'ra;,t'ors, ‘pa-r:entvs', ei;c. , i accord’aﬁce. W lth (2) the sfstemicf
_p'ropér‘tic's and requirements vof.the environment, and {b) the idiosyncratic
‘»‘a'tti-ibu'it‘e.s of its human components. ‘The signiﬁca.nce_ of these r’elétipnships
is twofold. first, lth-c :s;.rne environment provides differené:ial sti'rnulati-on

to different persons, and differential stimulation to the same person if

his bChaViO}‘ changes. _Second, the w'h;ole program of environmental stimu-
 lation tends to change if the structural and dynamic properties of the
gnvirplunent} are ..alte;-e.-d (Barker, 1968). As is ~s:ugg;asted above, this shift
in _emphas'ls. in explaining the behavior of .tcacher.s and sltudents implies
alfernative approaches to efs;ta'blisﬁing, mod'ifyivn?‘g and_'evaluating educational

v'fs_'étﬁ'n'g's'_- ‘These implications arc at least fivefold:
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.If the instructional outcomes of the teaching-learning

process are related to {2) the .si;r'uctura_gl'a‘..tvtributes'd-f o
an educational énvirohmeﬁt, (b)-the program corditions
under whi.ch te_.ac.hingr and 1éai:riing oécurs, and (c) the '
functioriai ch'ar.acter‘is‘ticsbo‘f teéch‘ér's and s.tud'ents
inte-raéting' under such cénditidn.sz,.theh three classes

of objectives must be formulated in the design of an

educational system. First, the instructional outcomes

.must be specified. Second, the program conditions

‘judged most likely to support teacher and student ac-

tivities which 'faic;i'li‘taﬁe the achievement of the instruc- -

-tioﬂal outcomes must be -dévelbped-and specified. .Thix"d_,

the structural organization judged most likely to en-
courage and support the program conditions must be

. .sr.pe-ci‘fied. ,'Ess.entiall_y, ‘therefore, in developing an

educational system to help students achieve certain -
outcomes,'. the é-fchitects;mu'st_ Be sensitive to and in-
tegrate the several levels of variables Wh.iclh interact

in dramatic and su.bt:'le wéys and inﬂuenc_e .the course.

of the teaching-learning process.

If the behavicrs and patterns of instruction manifested
th a given environment are judged_ inépprOpriat'e or con-

trary to the achievernent of sorne set of instructional

'pbjectix}es, then the structural propérties of the environ-

ment should be modified or replaced with a structure -
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or structures judged more likely to-affect program

~ conditions so as to cultivate and sustain practices

whivcv:h are more compatible with thg;:se, objectives.

If the behavior .of teachers, stud‘e.nt;,” and adminis‘t_ra,tors‘
;ls functi.onaﬁlly related to the 'progx;a.znvconditic‘)n's

and structural properfies of the educational environ-
ment, then in part, such behavior should be considered -
in educational research as a depénﬁe:t d‘im.ensi:fn mani-

fested in relation to the conditions and contingencies

operating within that environment. “Dbviously, this
'is not to suggest that all behavior or any single unit

of behavior will not be manifested .. .der disparate

™~

program and structural conditions. Howeyér, what is
suggested is that in the absence of clear and definitive

. evidence to the contrary, the behavior of teachers, -

childfen (aélmihistréfors, p'ar.ents, 'etc.), ‘shouldAbe
considered, literally, as- 2 rélationa.l phlehomenon which
is not, generally, 'mdeéendent qf the ;tru«:txlral properties
and related program conditions which influencé the

teaching-learning process. -

If the stz;uctu.ral and program conditions of an educational

environment are related to the patterns of behavior and -

_activities manifested in the course of the t_ea»ch;ing-learnin.g,

pr'oc'e-ss, thcﬁ the relevant dimensions of these variables -
should be identified, described, and incorporated a.s'qi._ht.egral

factors.in educational th‘e'dry'ﬁ)_’@ractice’, and evaluation.
. . - k) N
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© . 5. If'pne is .conICcrnec‘i_ with eﬁ'alﬁatiixg- the qu..alit;r; of an educational
environment, then asséésnnéﬁt’-should not only be-addressed .
to the degfee to which:{nstx‘uctio.nal outc'ornes,aré achieved; B
but also to the natttre-énd'de.g'ree' to which (a) specifie:d

- structural and progbr_a_m' conditions exiét, .(.b) s[.;e'.c:ified~
activity patt.erns ar-fi'implen1ented;. and (c) the"'results.”

- which accrue to students are related to (a) a:id (b) ab.o'\'ze.
Essentially, therefore, if ev.alﬁation is to contributé
subst;nt‘ivel-y to the dev'elopnj.?r;‘.:' of theory in instructional '
psychology, then the envir‘onmental. favc"vt"c‘)i» ;.mu;st be
differentiated'along quantitative and qualitative 'dimensions '

~and must be studied in .re,la'tion to its '”:‘ca.usi-tive” impact
.in the cour.sé of student dévrel:fzopment.‘

Before closing, thev inve_$tig€;tor sl‘iou']..d like to cdmment on the
é:u'rren’; status and pgzje.dicted tre.n‘d‘ksv for the cohtihuédv use of the hom.o-
geneous ability grouping structure in public ‘séhfool systems. 7

It is inconceivable that }cfxer1 ;nd women who hold the policy-making
powers for school distrigts, scheols, aﬁd classrooms are totally unaware
of the educational, social, political and éeparatix‘:e éonsequenées of hoxﬁo-—
geneous ability grouping., . Howe;v_er, not“.,/it_hstanding. the evidence against
this principle of organization, several recent surveys clearly ihdicate )
that honiqgcpc.ous groﬁping on a national level is 1 (a) preseﬁtly one of the
prédomi'nan‘.t methods .f.01; organizing or classifying childre_n:into clas sr,o.o,m '
unit‘s.at,._both the cl'ézn‘c-:‘utary and s_econcla.éy levgzls; (bj becdrﬁing.mo;re and

O

[MC more prevalent and is likely to be mofe widc@preéd in the near future; and
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{c) occurs more and more frcqucntly as a chi'.d_ p.ro»gr.e,ssesleac:-h year
thr.ough th¢ ielen‘lentary and sgéc'ondary gradves. The conclusion séems
_obvious. If one of the principal objectiveé of the Am,erican education
system i;s to.prov‘ide‘: each child wi‘th an equal educational opp_ortun'ityrr- to
maximize and develop his éotential so that he may Bene‘fit himself, and
thereby more eﬁcctively contribute to the largelr s‘oc-iez»ty, then <he present
status“and future fre’nd:. with respeét to -fhonilc»geneous‘ grouping -sugge‘st
that this cardinal objec:ive will not be realized. In a very real sense,
the extent to which the :u-z.-rent‘ practice of ability grouping is perrnitted
.to exist in public schocls represents the exteht to which professionél
educa‘;qr-s and gdvei*nme;nta-l agencies sanction sub—quality.‘education in
a setting that is charged .with the res-.ponsibility';)f developing each child
~ to'his ‘ful'les.t. It would seem that such an expectation is ’r‘eason"eno'ugh to
put a halt to the practice. That the p.rav.cti’(:‘é also tends "co isolate children.
arbi»trariiy éccording to ethnic and -soci.o-_econ‘o.rnii-c statu.s‘ and ,to.‘di.é.cou-rage
alternative thinking and flexibility .'in the design o—f more'.eff-ect.i{re learning
environments, compels _p'rofes sionals in gove‘rnment-and'e"dui:artbion-to
eliminate the practice and turn attention to developing, tes-tinAg, and
implementing edu;ational systems wh-i‘ch provide the psycho-structural
f0L1zxdation to support more effective approaches to instruction. It is
hoped that the interpretations and guidelines offei-ed above will hasten

the d'ev-esl-ot)rnent an-d_ implementation of such 'sy*s‘te‘r.n‘s .
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